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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 

TO THE COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS: 

Applicant responds as follows to the February 3, 2005 Office action requiring an 
election of species. 

Claims 1-30 are in the application, of which claims 1,13, and 23 are in 
independent form. The Examiner identifies five species, as follows: 
Species 1 - depicted by FIG. 3; 
Species 2 - depicted by FIG. 5; 
Species 3 - depicted by FIG. 6; 
Species 4 - depicted by FIG. 7; and 
Species 5 - depicted by FIG. 8. 
Applicant provisionally elects Species 1 for prosecution, respectfully traverses the 
Examiner's restriction requirement, and requests reconsideration. Applicant contends 
that claims 1-29 are readable on the elected species. 

Contrary to the statements of the Office action, many of the claims are generic to 
multiple species and are, therefore, linking claims that should not be associated with a 
single species. For example, claims 1-3, 8-14, 16, 21-25, and 28 are generic to all five 
species identified by the examiner. In the event that one or more linking claims are found 



Portlnd2-4509283.1 0061098-00002 



allowable, Applicant requests withdrawal of the restriction requirement as to the linked 
species. 

Applicant also believes the restriction requirement is improper because the Office 
action includes no rationale for restriction or the examiner's conclusion that the claims 
are directed to patentably distinct species, as is required by MPEP § 803 ("Examiners 
must provide reasons and/or examples to support conclusions . . . .")■ See also, MPEP § 
816 ("A mere statement of conclusion is inadequate.")- Furthermore, it would be 
unreasonable to reach such a conclusion. For example, FIGS. 3 and 4, identified by the 
examiner as corresponding to two distinct species, in fact show substantially identical 
devices in different positions. (Specification at paragraphs [0015]-[0017] and [0031].) 
The embodiment of FIG. 5 (Species 3) differs from the embodiment of FIGS. 3 and 4 
primarily in proportion and appearance, but not in its mode of operation. The remaining 
figures 6-8 show other embodiments of the claimed single-end-mount concept. 

Applicant believes that no fee is required in connection with filing of this 
response. However, in the event that fees are required, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any such fees or credit overpayment, to Deposit Account 
No. 19-4455. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2600 
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